At every level, from the gene to the molecule to social analysis, our study of behavior relies upon representations. These constructs are static substitutes that are necessary for theorizing. However, representations are never the same as what they stand for, and we must constantly keep this in mind in order to understand the limitations of our models. If we do not, research based on our models becomes further and further removed from our experience. Such is the case with many contemporary studies of the brain and cognition.
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I have previously made the argument that aphasia studies have been sidetracked by this problem of representation (Doody, 1993a; Doody, 1993b) . Over an extended historical period (approximately 1600 A.D. to 1900 A.D.), we clinician-researchers shifted our emphasis from the study of speech as spoken to the study of something called ''language,'' which could be defined as a common verbal communication system, a written text, a foreign tongue, and in many other ways. The uniquely human activity of speech involves simultaneous thinking, listening, and motor activity. It makes use of language(s), but languages are only a subset of the overarching concept once known as speech. This appreciation that language was only a part of speech was inherent in de Saussure's teachings: He said that ''language is not a function of the speaker; it is a product that is passively assimilated by the individual (de Saussure, 1959) . He also said that ''speaking, on the contrary, is an individual act,'' and that it is always physical, physiological, and psychological (de Saussure, 1959 ). Yet an emphasis on language instead of speech characterizes most of the neurolinguistics after him. It is language rather than speech that we now attempt to study in contemporary neuroscience with contemporary techniques. Speech has been reduced and redefined
